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ABSTRACT

JOINT PUB 1: A SOLID DOCTRINAL CORNERSTONE OR JELLO
PUDDING? by MATM: "¢l T. Flynn, USA, 38 pages.

This monograph exan.ucs Joint Pub 1, Joint Warfare of the US Armed Forces.
It asscescs if Joint Pub 1 is still a sound capstone manual which provides a common
perspective for the continning development of joint and service doctrine. The
American experience in war has increasingly demanded joint action. Since the
Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986, joint doctrine has gainod a greater measure of
importance. For example, when Joint Pub 1 was published in November, 1991,
General Colin Powell, former Chairman of the Joint Chicfs, stated that “joint
warfare is team warfare.” Joint Pub 1 is essentially his philosophy on joint warfare.
He had the manual written to define a "common perspective” for all warfighting
services when it comes to joint warfighting and the doctrine that guides it.

The monograph begins with an examination of the development of joint and
service doctrine. Evidence includes an assessment of Joint Pub 1 and each
warfighting service's "capstone” manuals. Additionally, an examination of the
theorists who have had the greatest influence on today’s US military doctrine is
work, On War, has had the greatest influence on the joint and service capstone
manuals that exist today. Along with the theorists another key influence of Joint
Pub 1 has been the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. The
overall impact of this legislation has been very positive. It has created an
atmosphere for further "jointness” in many arcas, specifically doctrine.

The next section analyzes Joint Pub 1 using the feasability, acceptability, and
suitability model as a framework. It addresses whether Joint Publ still provides a
correct vision for development of additional joint doctrine. It acsesses if it still
provides the necessary flexibility given today's constrained environment which the
Amned Forces must operate within. Lastly, it looks at whether or not therc is a
Wmummmmmbmdmmmmm
endstates.

. This monograph concludes that Joint Pub 1 represents General Colin Powell's
philosophy. While this was a valid philosophy given the conditions that existed in
1991, it no longer represents the conditions we face in 1994 and beyond. The
"Bottom Up Review,” continued down-sizing, and an unknown threat, has changed
the way we will need to prepare for future warfare. These conditions came into
being affer the publication of Joint Pub 1. Therefore, Joint Pub 1 should, as a
minimum, be reassessed by the current Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Shalikashvili.
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DOCTRINAL ASSESSMENT
JOINT PUB 1

This next section examines the capstone doctrinal manuals in existence
today. These inchade Joint Pub 1, The Army's Ficld Manual 100-5 (Operations),
Air Force Manual 1-1, Fleet Marine Force Manual 1, and the Navy's current
...From the Sea white paper as well as Admiral Kelso's Force 2001 guide to the US
Navy. The Navy capstone manual is under development with publication planned
for April, 1994. Due to the recent changeover in Chief of Naval Operations from
Admiral Kelso to Admiral Boorda, publication may be further delayed.

The publication of doctrine is an absolutely vital part of the military education
system. Doctrine provides each service with a common perspective with which to
teach their members what their profession is all about. Each service's doctrine is
cssentially a bineprint which provides guidance for a future battlefield.

Formal US Military doctrine was first issued by the Army in 1891 with its
manual, Infantry Drill Regulations. By 1905, the Army had produced the ancestor
to today’s Field Manual 100-5, Operations, with its publication of Field Service
Regulations. Since 1905 a more systematic approach to writing field manuals has
evolved. Since the publication of the 1905 Field Service Regulation changes in
everything from tactics to technology have caused major shifts in service doctrine.

These shifts were caused by a transformastion in thinking at the highest levels of
the military hierarclry on how future wars would be fought. Joint Pub 1, for
example, has been referred to as the capstone doctrine for all services when it
comes to warfighting. It maintains that while it is "neither policy nor strategy,
[Joint Pub 1] deals with the fundamental issue of how best to employ the national
military [instrument of] power to achicve strategic ends."® This manual is intended
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Immediately following this operation came General Powell's philosoplry on
Jjointness in Joint Pub 1.

Four months Ister (March 1992), the Air Force published Air Force Manual 1-
1, Volumes I and II. However, joint or joininces is not a word casy to come by in
cither of these manuals. Volume I contends “that acrospace power is the dominant
factor in modem warfare."37 Although they acknowledge that this view remains
controversial, “the ability to employ acrospace power rapidly against any level
objective makes [the Air Force] the most versatile component of military power."38
It is these types of controversial statements which create inter-service rivalries.
Another similar statement of this same "parochialiem” is again found in Volume IL
It states, "The inherent speod, range, and flexibility of acrospace power combine to
make it the most versatile component of military power."?

All this muscle flexing in doctrine may be nothing more than a push for more
resources for their particular service. In a recent speech to the Air Force
Associstion, General McPeak presented still another very controversial attack on
the roles and missions of other services:

"Until recently, stationing troops forward was the best, maybe cven
the only way to monitor cvents, to show the flag, to guarantee a rapid
response... Air and space power now promises a more clegant solution to
the presence requirement... [the solution, he said is]...If you're sitting in
country 'Y’ and you're holding a council of war, you've got to think about
the 2nd Bomb Wing in Barksdale [Air Force Base in Louisiana] or the

509th Bomb Wing with its B-2s at Whiteman [Air Force Base] in
Missouri as being less than a day away. That is presence.™¥0

This seems to be more like an attempt to justify the purchase of more B-2
bombers than a correct doctrine. If the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs is truly the
integrator of doctrine among the services, he should clearly identify the efficiencies
which can be realized. Otherwise, comments such as the one above may guide us
right back toward a service parochial atmosphere that we do not need. As General
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“traditional capabilitios of forward doployment, crisis responss, strasegic deterrence,
and sealift."4> In order to exocute this new diroction of the Navy-Marine Corps
team, the Navy has added four additional capabilities. They are identified by the
Navy as “four koy operational capabilitics [which] are required."46 They are
command, control, and surveillance; batticspace dominance; power projection; and,
force sustainment. Each of these has a major impact on resources as well as on

Many of the concepts in both ...From the Sea and Force 2001 provide the
reader with a joint image. The jointness however, is in terms of the Navy-Marine
Corps team, not the full complement of all four services. The ...From the Sea
concept paper emphasizes that the new direction of the Navy-Marine Corps team,
both active and reserve, is to provide the nation with naval expeditionary forces
tailored for national needs and shaped for joint operations, and to have those forces
operating forward from the sea.4”

This discussion about the Naval Service's new role becomes expanded when
one looks back upon their traditional expeditionary roles. For example, in the
Naval Force policy document, ...From the Sea, it states that the design of Naval
forces allows them to operate forward in sustere environments and to respond
swiftly if called upon. One of the five specific tasks is for the Navy-Marine team to
operate without needing transit or overflight approval from foreign governments in
order to reach the scene of action. 8 The term transit means land forces and the
term overflight means air forces. While this in fact may be the case in many
instances, these types of statements only work against the whole concept of joint
warfare. The Navy is simply arguing to keep aircraft casriers. The Chief of Naval
Operations further contends, "as the Navy shifis from [the] Cold War...naval
organizations must change. Responding to crises in the future will require greater
flexibility and new ways of employing [Naval] forces."4% These future crises will
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The Marine Corps has existed since almost the first military laws of the
Continental Congress in 1775.52 At the time, they supported the Navy with
guards. By the twenticth century, the Marinos began providing police for resticss
underdeveloped areas of the world where there were American citizens,
investments, and imperial interests. 53 It was the prospect of an island hopping
campaign that gave the Marines a clear "raison d'ctre” for existing. As carly as
1906, members of the Marine Corps were advancing the idea of using the Marines
for landing operations against islands to obtain and protect advance bases for the
Navy.

In 1920, the Marines established a school of instruction at Quantico, Virginia
where they began working the issue of advance base work. Then in 1921, Marine
Corps Major Pete Ellis wrote a paper projecting the amphibious strategy of a
Japancso-American war outlining the procedures for amphibious assauit operations
to acquire bases across the Pacific. With the acceptance of this concept, the Navy-
Marine team continued to work "with civilian manufacturers to develop new types
of landing craft and vehicles for amphibious warfare. The Marine Corps base at
‘Quantico became the dynamic center for the evolving art of landing operations. "4
The whole idea of ship to shore attacks scemed to offer a msjor military mission for
which the Marines were particularly suited. Perhaps the prospect of an island
hopping war against Japan might provide the Marines with a distinct reason for
their continued existence. 3

By 1933, a Major General John Russell, Assistant Commandant of the Marine
Corps, was instrumental in establishing the Fleet Marine Force as the amphibious
arm of the Corps. Additionally, with his biessing, the next year the Corps began
concentrating their efforts on publishing a tactical manual, which was issued with
the tile Tentative Mamual of Landing Operations (1934).5 This manual became
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THEORETICAL ASSESSMENT

In On War, Carl von Clausewitz writes: "Given the nature of [war], we must
remind ourselves that it is simply not possible to construct a model for the art of
war that can serve as a scaffolding on which the command can rely for support at
any time."®! In war, good commanders find themselves falling back on their own
innate qualities. This inner-self of the commander on the battleficld usually finds
itself outside the model and, at times, in conflict with it. Capstone doctrine,
therefore, must be presented with such consensus and flexibility as to allow a
commander to use his talents and genius to operate outside the established rules of

Carl von Clausewitz gives the military much in the way of theoretical concepts.
His ideas dominate cach of the service's capstone manuals. Many of his theorics
are still sound practical conceps that can casily apply to today’s environment. For
example, Joint Pub 1 uses Clausewitz's clements of friction, chance, and
uncertainty to characterize battle. In the discussion on the Nature of Modemn
Warfare, Joint Pub 1 asserts that "members of the US Armed Forces should
understand the nature of warfare, both through solid grounding in the tested
insights of the finest theorists...and by carefully keeping those insigats up to
date."62 This is clearly a mandate to the professional officer to continve studying
theories of warfare. Since Clausewitz is the main centerpiece of joint doctrine
today, he may have the greatest influence on future warfighters.

When today’s leaders reach higher levels of responsibility and authority,
problems tend to multiply. In war or operations othex than war, things such as
confusion, conflicting information, and the stress and pressure of command itself
magnify these problems. "At this level,” Clausewitz says, "almost all solutions must
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Group, General Mitchell gathered a group of veteran sirmen together. They
studied Mitchell's ideas and concluded that air action on land and air action on sea
were clearly distinctive.57

This asscssment drew much criticism from the Navy. For exampic, at a meeting
of the Navy's General Board in April, 1919, General Mitchell urged that aircraft
could successfully attack naval warships. He believed that defense of the nation's
coast be given to land-based sircraft, and urged the United States to organize some
type of ministry of defense, combining the army, navy, and air forces under one
unified direction. % Tho Navy disagreed with Mitchell's views on the role of air
power and never again invited General Mitchell to speak before the Board.

During this time many in the military considered the First World War as an
aberration. "Since the turn of the century American military planning had been
geared to two dominant themes: Continental defense and protection of possessions
in the Pacific."®® The former represented the traditional viewpoint, while the Iatter
gained prominence after colonial expansion in 1898. For the Army, defense of the
continent was its basic objective while the Navy became preoccupied with the
Pacific. Alfred Thayer Mahan, who wrote The Inffuence of Sea Power Upon
History, 1660-1783, became the principle military theorist who influenced the
Navy at the time.

In his remarkable book, Mahan set forth his views on both sea power, and
strategic analysis and theory. Essentially, he preseats two themes. The first is that
sea power is an indispensable ingredient for national greatness and the second is the
recognition of the overriding importance of the political object that is achicved by
naval warfare.”® Samuel Huntington, in his timeless work, The Common Defense,
writes, "Mahan had constructed a doctrine of seapower without specifically
denigrating landpower. For the supporters of airpower, however, the attack on the
surface forces was unavoidable. Once the Air Force was established, the intensity
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of their doctrinal concern perhaps moderated somewhat, but by this time the other
service had felt compeliod to reply in kind."7!

- Mahan wrote his classic work before the tumn of the twenticth cantury. The US
Navy formed its first doctrinal headquarters on 1 October, 1993. The Navy had
“doctrine” per se in terms of US Floet Instructions. Yet, it took them ncarly one-
hundred years to establish a Naval Doctrine Command. In Admiral Kelso's Force
2001 philosophyy, he states, *"With a far greater emphasis on joint...operations, our
Navy...will continue to provide unique capabilities of indispensable value in meeting
fature security challenges.”’2 One of the reasons for this sudden doctrinal
enlightenment in the Navy is the influence of the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986.
This abrupt realization of "jointncss” has taken the Navy by surprise. On the other
hand, the Marine Corps took quick measures to get their ideas out.

In FMFM 1, Warfighting, the Commandant of Marine Corps cstablished the
Corpe' official doctrine. The manual defines doctrine as a “teaching advanced as
the fondamental beliefs of the Marine Corps on the subject of war, from its nature
and theory to its preparation and conduct."” The Marines' theory of war is based
on Clausewitz. In Chapter two, The Theory of War, the manual emphasizes that
the Marines theory of war will become the foundation for the way they prepare for
and wage future warfarc.”4 In this chapter, Clauscwitz is credited no less than
fourteen times for assisting in the development of the Marine Corps' thoughts and
concepts on a theory of war.

Card von Clausewitz serves as the primary infiuence for both service and joint
capstone doctrine. Although others exist such as Jomini, Brodie, and Corbett, his
ageless classic, On War, is evident on many of the pages of Joint Pub 1 and the
other service manuals. In identifying terms which are important to doctrine,

He does this to help the reader understand if one wants a theory of war that is valid
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for the great majority of cases and not completely unsuitable for anty, it must be
besed on the most prevalent means and their most significant effects.

Understanding this distinction between tactics and strategy is critical to
Universally accepted concepts and ideas in doctrine among the services are
supposed to be in documents such as Joint Pub 1. However, since it was written in
November, 1991, things such technology continue to rapidly changs. Therefore,
Joint Pub 1 may need to be rewritten or at least reassessed to its worth.

One of the greatest influences besides history and theory on Joint Pub 1 has
been the United States Congress. In this next section, the monograph will examine
the influence that the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 has had on doctrine. The
Goldwater-Nichols Act was initially the results of two studics. The first was the
Senato Armed Services Committee staff study of October, 1985 and the second
was the Final Report to the President’s Biue Ribbon Commission of Defense
Management of June, 1986. Then on 1 October, 1986, Public Law 99-433,
known as the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 was signed into law.

GOLDWATER-NICHOLS DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1986

The Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 represents the first major legislative change
in the Department of Defease since 1958. In fact, there have been little substantive
changes since the National Security Act of 1947.75 The 1986 Act was an
ambitious attempt by Congress to fix many perceived problems within the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the combatant commands, and
the military departments. What brought on these dramatic attempts to change the
Department of Defense was a dissatisfaction on the part of Congress and the
country as a whole with the past performance of the military. The military’s
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parochial. They becameo frustratod at having 10 continuously rescive disputes
between the services. Therefore, Congress empowered the Chairman and the Joint
Staff so that they would be able to settle disputes and units the efforts of the unruly
services.$0

Contained in the Goldwater-Nichols Act are six major provisions which are
known as "Titles." Title I, Military Advice and Command Functions, deals with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Unified and Specified Combatant Commands.
Within Title II the Chairman assumes some additional responsibilitics. Two of
these are developing joint doctrine and submitting a report every three years to the
Secretary of Defense on the roles and missions of the Annod Forces.3! This latter
roquirement will be more difficult for the current Chairman simply because there is
currently no National Security Strategy set by the Clinton Administration. This is
in contrast to Chairman Powell who had a National Security and National Military
Strategy developed by the Bush and Cheney administration.

This new direction in joint warfighting required by Congress established the
publication of Joint Pub 1 in November, 1991 . Chairman Powell wanted his
thoughts presented on how future warfare will be fought and on his perceptions of
what the future battleficld will look like. However, what Congress and Chairman
Powell wanted and what they got have turned out nmch differently.

Joint Pub 1 was an effort to "serve as a unifying focus for [the military’s]
conduct of wasfare."52 As such, it established basic military values, presents cestain
fundamentals, and identifics the nature of modern warfare and its consequences. It
was written with a very strong Desert Shicid/Desert Storm flsvor. In the afterword
of the document, it quotes nine senior officers’ opinions about joint warfighting in
the desert. Additionally, the manual uses four examples of joint operations
throughout its’ chapters. While the war in the desert was a tremendous display of
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this may not be enough. General Robert Riscassi charges that mach of our
doctrine is based on historical experiences. These perspectives tend to analyze
leaders who led victorious formations in battle. This leads to conclusions more on
leadership and the strength of personality than methods.35 He further tells us, A
doctrinal foundation must be based on methods® not individual leadership traits. 36
The variety of examples throughout Joint Pub 1 are exactly as General Riscassi
describes. There is Vicksburg and the impact of Grant, Korea and General
Macarthur, the Solomon Island Campaign and again Macarthur, and finally the
Normandy Campaign and General Eisenhower. It appears from General Riscassi's
remarks that Joint Pub 1 may have looked more at personalitics than methods.

General Powell may not have forescen the impact of the "Bottom Up Review."
Therefore, his vision of the future of joint warfighting may be somewhat skewed.
Since he had Joint Pub 1 published on the "Base Force” concept, the environment
has changed. For example, force structure continues to be reduced while
operations other than war continue to increase. However, the new Chairman along
with the Joint Warfighting Center, which is responsible for developing joint
doctrine, must see this period of time as an opportunity. The time may be now for
the current Chairman to sct a new vision. A vision that allows joint manuals still in
draft and those yet to be published to set a course for joint warfare of the twenty-
first century.

Acceptability

Acceptability is the cost-benefit relationship between joint doctrine and the
services. It addresses the consequences of cost and whether or not they are
Jjustified based on the importance of the effects desired. If one of those
consequences is a rise in competition between the services then the net effect may
not be desired. For example, the application of air, land, and sea forces can have a
resounding synergistic influence during a campaign if forces are employed as part
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provides an atmosphere of creative competition. As Stephen Rosen says, "We
should never loss sight of the fact that a little competition never hurt anyone. After
all it was the principle that won the Cold War."® The point is that today the
United States needs fower forces in being and a wider menu of potential military
capabilities from which to choose. We need this procisely becanse the US does not
kmow what the threat will be or how it will fight. Doctrine can greatly assist this
refinement of future capabilities. However, before Congress or the White House
reacts to public demands, the military, i.c., the Chairman and the service chicfs,
should quickly consolidate their efforts. Joint Pub 1, if strongly worded and
oqually accepted by all the services, may achicve the desired effects.
Suitability

Joint Pub 1 was published and distributed to a large audience. Yet, it appears
to have become an obecure document. General Powell had the best intentions, but
the system for developing additional joint publications was not in place. This
system for developing joint doctrine would take another two years to come into
existence. Therefore, Joint Pub 1 became a nice document to have in one's
professional library, but ends up having little relevance. Thus, will the attainment
of Joint Pub 1's underlying philosophry of team warfare accomplish the desired
effect for future joint warfighting? |

As General Riscassi exclaimed in the summer of 1993, "In truth, we have not

‘hnl,nnrdoweyetpoueu, a commonly agreed [to] doctrine for forming or

fighting as part of a military (team].””! Moving into the twenty-first century
presents many uncertainties. Regardiess of these uncertainties, it is clear that future
warfare will require all the components of the joint military team. The risks and
problems of coordinating all these clements can be reduced by creating flexibic
doctrine that is agreed to by all services. A way to do this is to set a concrete
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foundation of doctrine, Currently, Joint Pub 1 docs not go far enough in
identifying the picces of this foundation. 1t simply describes 8 “way of warfarc.”

According to General Carl Mundy, Commandant of the Marine Corps, the
Marincs "have significantly improved their joint interoperability in the last
docade...[we] have also benefited from the effort to make service doctring
consistent with joint doctrine.”2 The Marincs should know better than amry other
service the need to work as part of a joint team. Without the historical relationship
betwoen the Marines and the Navy, and the Marines own efforts to demonstrato
service unique capabilitics, they may have disappeared as a fighting force. Still, the
 Marines have not set 3 new doctrinal foundation since 1989, Even though this
foundation took them successfully into Desert Shicid/Desert Storm, it was written
by former Commandant, General Gray in 1989. This doctrine greatly refects his
views based on the conditions and the enrvironment during his temure. From this we
could draw the conclusion that Joint Pub 1 has not accomplished its desired effect
in regards to the Marine Corps.

I attainment of jointness capoused in Joint Pub 1 is to come to fruition, the
services must let rivaries take a back seat to teamwork. As General Gordon
Sullivan writes, "within the context of joint operations, there is room for achicving
economics of scale and consolidating functions."” Consolidsting doctrine may be
one of the ways to achicve this end. If we say we will always fight as a joint team,
which is the current wave of thought coming out of the Pentagon, consolidation of
doctrine should be one of the places to start. Joint Pub 1 can easily set the tone for
this kind of thinking.

While each service contributes to all major missions of the national military
strategy, their contributions in the past have varied considerably. For instance, the
Army, during the 1950's, defense of NATO was primary, closcly followed by
imitod war functions, Defense of the Continental United States ranked third.
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Trailing far behind, a poor step sister to the others, was strategic deterrence. The
Air Force functional arcas were in order, strategic deterrence, continental defense,
NATO, and limited wars. The Navy's areas were limitod wars, NATO, strategic
defense, and finally, continental defense.% Although there are similar missions
here, none of the services could agree on the same priority.

Joint Pub 1 does not identify one set of functional arcas for all the services to
focus on. This may be another aspect of what a comerstone doctrine should
provide to accomplish the desired effect. When all is said and done, for Joint Pub
1 to be suitable for accomplishing the desired effect, it must provide the linkage
between the required end-state, the ways to get there, and whatever means are
available given today’s political environment. Joint Pub 1 provides the linkage
between the national security and military strategics and all other doctrine. From
this linkage, the other services can easily fall into a hierarchy of doctrine. Right
nowionodounotexiu.

CONCLUSION

General Powell has professed many times that the military needs people who
have mastered the tools of modern warfare while maintaining their traditional
fighting spirit. 9> With the future of the United States military heading toward the
information age, we must be skilled in the use of bytes and bayonets alike. Joint
Pub 1 gives a mere two short paragraphs to technology and the speed of
communications. This is one area that may need to be expanded. For example, a
discussion on the use of space based systems and their application to joint
warfighting would be appropriate. Another would be to encourage the other
services to seek better connectivity through information management systems.
These types of concepts are fast becoming the wave cf future warfare. While Joint













o
i3

s
e




t
|

130int Staff, Joint PUB 1 Joint Warfare of the U.S, Anned Forces, Washington,
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3Clausewitz, Carl von, On War, Edited and Translated by Michael Howard and
Peter Paret. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984, p. 141. These are
Clausewitz's thoughts on theory not being doctrine, but existing s0 that "one need
not start afresh cach time sorting out [available] material...but will find it ready to
hand and in good order.”

4Joint Pub 1, p. iii. Joint Pub 1 states, "leaders must integrate the concepts and
values presented in this publication into the operations of the US Ammed Forces.”
The only way to accomplish this would be to begin integrating them into service
doctrine, i.c., "capstone” manuals.

SWeigley, Russell F.,

ggnn_m Indlm. hdmaUmwmy l973,p.

6Joint Pub 1, p. 5.

WMMMFWB&M Air
University Press, 1989, pp. 373-374. The Air Force did not like the emphasis on
amphibious landings of ground troops and the fact that there was no consideration

that s hostile nation might be defeated by air attack. Therefore, they did not agree
with this manual

8bid, p. 378.

SHereafter referred to as Goldwater-Nichols Act.

10Joint Pub 1, p. iii. It states, "To this end, Joint Pub 1 is being given excoptionally
broad distribution.” The result was, every field grade officer in all services was
provided their own personal copy of this manual.

1130int Staff, Joint PUB 1 Joint Warfare of the U.S. Armed Forces, Washington,
DC: National Defense University Press, 1991, p. 15.

39




2Doughty, Robert A., Reforming Joint Doctrine. Pacameters, Vol. 22, No. 3,
Automn 1992, p. 42.

13Ciausowitz, p. 134.
4Joint Pub 1, p. il

15Riscassi, Robert W. Principles for Coalition Warfare. Joint Farce Quarterty,
Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 60.

16Sullivan, Gordon R., Projocting Strategic Land Combet Power. Joint Force
Quarter’v Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 11.

1Cq.. ., Michael Major, FM 100-5: Just Meeting a Roquirement? Military
Raview, Angust, 1992, p. 64.

181bid, p. 64.
WMMFWMMM
University Press, 1989, p. 173.

201bid.

21Cannon, Michael Major, FM 100-5: Just Meeting a Roquirement? Military
Review, August, 1992, p. 64

2Herbert, Paul, "Deciding What Has To Be Done: General William E. Depy and
the 1976 Edition of FM 100-5, Operations”, Leavenworth Papers 16 (Fort
Lesvenworth, KS: Combat Studies Institute, July, 1988), p. 7.

Bsullivan, p. 12.

Uyrnited States Army, Figkd Magnal 100-5, Operations Washington, DC:
HGDA, 1993, p. v.

21bid, p. 4-1.

26United States Air Force, Air Force Manual 1-1 Volume II Basic Agrospace
W.smm Washington, DC: HQ, USAF. 1992, p.

27Futrell, Volume I, p. 366.
Z1bid, p. 365-366. This was written by a Major General David Schiatter in 1946

40




in Air Force Magazine.

SFutrell, Volume 1, p. 365. Futrell discusses the formation of the Air Force's Air
War College, Command and Staff College, and the Air Tactical School. These
schools were part of the Air Force's carly cfforts to identify Air Force doctrine.

01bid, p. 367.
3imbid, p. 406.
32phid, p. 406-407.

33[bid, p. 407. This is taken from Futrell's Volume study of the Air Force.
However, Futrell takes this quote from an article in Air University Quarterly
Review (Winter 1956-1957), written by a Colonel Wendell E. Carte, pp. 47-48.

MWWMFWMAM&M
University Press, 1989, pp. 172-173.

35Tbid.

36Tbid. pp. 539-540. This partership began to realize a number of efficiencies.
The commanders established joint working groups on electronic warfare, air
logisitcs, and remotely piloted vehicles. By 1976, an air-land forces application
Truly, a joint effort was underway to realize new efficiencics due to force structure
drawdown concerns following the Vietnam War.

37United States Air Force, Air Force Manual 1-1 Volume II Basic Acrospace
MM.SMAI.EM Washington, DC: HQ, USAF. 1992, p.

33mbid.

391bid, p. 79.

4OThis is taken from an Air Force Times article written by Steven Watkins, an Air
Force Times staff writer. It appeared in the issue during the week of 28 February

to 4 March. Watkins writes that a new battle appears to be beginning on service
roles and missions, and this is one of the Air Force's opening salvos.

4IMcPeak, Merrill A., Ideas Count. Joint Force Quarterly, Washington, DC:
National Defense University, Summer 93, p 24.




Steategy and Palicy, Bloomingson, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1973, p. 43.
OPFutrell, Volume I, p. 366.

4“United States Navy, Force 2001 A Program Guide to the U.S, Navy,
Washington DC: HQ, USN, 1993, p. 4.

an-mDC HQ,USN.1992.n7
4Tbid.
“Tbid, p. 2.

“SUnitod States Navy, Force 2001 A Program Guide to the U.S, Navy,
Washington DC: HQ, USN, 1993, p. 4-6.

®id, p. 6.

50United States Marine Corps, FMFM 1-1 Warfighting Washington, DC: HQ,
USMC, p. 54.

Siibid, This quote is found in the foreword which is in the form of a letter to the
Marine Corps. It is additional guidance on the philosophy and distribution of the
manual

wm Bloomngmn.lndima. Ind:mUmvumyPreu, 1973 pp
254-255.
Sbid.

 S4tloward, Michael, The Theory and Practice of War, Bloomington, Indiana:
Indiana University Press, 1965, p. 222

SSWeigley, p. 254.
561bid, pp. 259-260.
STHoward, p. 222.
Heinl, Robest O., Soldi

1962, Baltimore, TheNanml& Aviation PubhhmgCompmy of
America, 1991, Foreword.

From the Sea, p. 9.

42




6O\fundy, Carl E. Jr., Complomentary Capebilitics From the Sea. Jqint Force
Ouarterly, Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 21.

61Clausowitz, p. 140.

6230int Pub 1, p. 2.

63Clausewitz, p. 140.

64Ficld Manual 100-5, Operations, p. 1-2.

65Clauesewitz, p. 89.

6SFutrell, Volume I, p.31.

67Futrell, Volume L, p. 32. "On land, battle is determined by morale: The sim ...is
to destroy morale by methods ...based on unchanging human nature. Naval
warfare,...was a product of industrial and inventive genius fircpower. Aircraft
together with submarines, had the ability to destroy naval vessels, and it was
obvious that the airplane had altered the means by which sea power was to be
sttained.”

6Bhid,

Howard, Michael, The Theory and Practice of War, Bloomington, Indiana:
Indiana University Press, 1965, p. 215.
7Simpeon, Mitchell B., I, Tl

Herbert Rosinaki, Newport, RhodeNavalWatCoﬂcgePreu,lW op. X-
ﬂ-

Politica, Nchork.NY CohmhaUmvummes,I%l p403

T2United States Navy, Force 2001, p. 4.
73US Marine Corps, FMFM 1, Warfighting. p. 43.
Mbid, p. 19.

AUSA, 1988, p L
T6Tbid, p. 4.

43




TMhis is taken from a bricfing provided to the AMSP studonts during the East
Coest trip taken in January, 1994. The J-7 provided a bricfing on their roles,
missions, and functions.

Tibid. This comes from one of the briefing slides depicting the definitions the J-7
has given to the terms Joint Doctrine and Joint Tactics, Techniques, and
Procedures.

7Rosen, Stephen Peter, Service Rodundancy: Waste or Hidden Capabilities, Joint
Farce Quarterly, Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p.
37.

80Csopecy, Seth, The Limits of Jointncss, Joint Force Quarterty, Washington, DC:
National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 73.

81 Association of the United States Army, pp. 11-12.

8j0int Pub 1, p. 45.

8Cropscy, Seth, p. 75.

84Rosen, Stephen Peter, p. 37.

$5Riscasei, Robert W., Principles for Coalition Warfare, Joint Force Quarterd
Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 59.

861bid.

87AFM 1-1, Volume 1, p. 9.

S8AFM 1-1, Volume I, p. 79. -

$Cropecy, Seth, p. 74.

%R osen, Stephen Peter, p. 39

91Riscassi, Robert W., p. 59. General Riscassi's article discusscs principics for
coalition warfare. He has a sound argument in this article about the failures of
doctrine. As earfier statod in this monograph, he feels doctrine is based on
historical personalities versus methods. 1 agree. While personality is clearly
important and can, at times, be the dominant factor, it should not be the centerpiece
for creating doctrine.

92Mundy, Carl E., Complementary Capabilitics Fro the Sea, Joint Force Quarterly,
Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 21.

4




93Sullivan, Gordon R., Projecting Strategic Land Combat Power, Joint Force
Quarterty, Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 11.

S4Huntinton, Samucl, pp. 405-407. Huntington is describing the funtional arcas
espoused by the services during the 1950's. Truly this decade was atrying time for
the services. Each competing for resources. The 1990%s are no different. Also, the
Navy's functional areas include the Marine Corps as well.

95Joint Pub 1, p.3. General Powell also discusses this in his opening remarks in the

professional journal Joint Force Quarterly. Although, General Shalishkavili has yet
to establish his framework for warfighting, his initial tenure has been characterized

along the same lincs. That is, people in the military need to understand that no
longer will we fight as separate services.

96Jeremiah, David E., What's Ahead for the Armed Forces, Jaint Force Quarterdy,
Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93, p. 35.

97Joint Pub 1, p. 5.

45



wmmmmuw.lm

Alger, Jobn 1, The Ouest For Victory. Westport, Conn: Greenwood Press,
1982,

Baxter, Colin F. and Carroll, John M., The American Military Tradition
From Colonial Times to Present  Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources
Books, 1993.

Jonphwmm, On

UML 1987,

Clasewitz, Carl von, On War, Edited and Translated by Michael Howard
and Peter Paret. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984.

Futrell, Robert F., Ideas, Concept yir i it
MWWMFWMMM
University Press, 1989.

mmmm&mm. MaxwellArFmB-c,Ahbm Axr
University Press, 1989.

W Bahnae,M:yland. mNamcal&AwmnPubhhmg
Company of America, 1991.

Indians University Press, 1965.

Howard, Michael, The Causcs of War, Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1983.

mm trates L] e . 1
Hatmon Memorial Lectures No, 9, Sﬂversmco UmdsmaArFme,
1967.

Howard, Michael, The Lessons of History, New Haven, Conn: Yale
University Press, 1991.




Kab.lmml
Bloomington, Indisna: MmUdvcﬁyPu-, 1976.

WMN\’ CmﬂUmvuums.lm
Simpson, Mitchell B., IIT, The Development of Naval Thought: Eassavs by
Harbert Rosinski Newport, Rhode Ialand: Naval War College Press, 1977, pp. x-
ﬁ. .
Weigicy, Russcll F., The American Way of War, A History of United
Sitates Strategy and Policy. Bloomington, Indiana: Indians University Press, 1973.

Wolf, Richard 1, The Upnited i
and Missions, Washington, DC: UmdSmAxFace, 1987

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS
Joint Staff, Joint PUB 1 Joint Warfare of the U.S, Ammed Forces,
Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1991.

JG'NM ICSPtlb3-0 .ﬂ"ﬁul ¢ JUN 1
Washington, DC: Joint Chicfs of Staff, 1990.

Joint Staff, JCS Pub 5-00.1 Doctring for Joint Campsign Planning
Washington, DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1990.

United States Air Force, Air Force Manual 1-1 Volume I Basic Acrospace
Doctrine of the United States Air Force, Washington, DC: HQ, USAF, 1992.

United States Air Force, Air Force Manual 1-1 Yolume II Basic Acrospace
Doctrine of the United States Air Force, Washington, DC: HQ, USAF. 1992,

United States Amuy, Field Manual 100-5, Operations, Washington, DC:
HGDA, 1993.

United States Marine Corps, FMFM 1-1 Campaigning. Washington, DC:
HQ, USMC.

United States Marine Corps, FMFM 1-1 Warfighting Washington, DC:
HQ, USMC.

United States Navy, Force 2001 A Program Guide to the U.S, Navy,
Washington DC: HQ, USN, 1993.

47




AUSA. 1988

and Prozeriy Resourced? Paper, SchoolofMihnrySmdnu. Fort
Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 1992.

Coville, Michael P., Tactical Doctrine and FM 100-5, Paper, School of
Advanced Military Studies. Fort Leavenworth, KS: U. S. Army Command and
General

Staff College, 1991.

Dewar, James A. and Levin, Morlie H., A Metaphor for Thinking about
WMMCA RAND Corporation, 1988.

76 Leavenworth Papers No. Lpatumumxs cmn-ma,
USACGSC, 1979.

Dubik, James M., On the Found ; :
and Present. PapaSchoolofAdmedMihh‘ySmdu. le..uwnwoﬂh,l{s
U. S. Army Command and General Staff College, 1990.

Dosirioe for Join Special Onsraicns. Paper, School of Advanced Mlitary
Studics. Fort Leavenworth, KS; U.S. Army Command and General Staff College,
1989,

Gilbert, Daniel J., Joint Task Force Command, Control, and
Communications: Have We Improved? Paper, School of Advanced Military

Studics. Fort Leavenworth,
KS: U.S. Amy Command and General Staff College, 1989.

Military Studies. Fort Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army Command and General Staff

College, 1989.




Hexbert, Paul, "Deciding What Has To Be Done: General William E.
Depuy and the 1976 Edition of FM 100-5, Operations”, Losveaworth Papers 16
(Fort Leavenworth, KS: Combat Studics Institute, July, 1988).

Lynch, Timothy D., Operatior ronizati . .
Pemspective, Paper, SchoolofAdvmedMiﬁnlyStudm. Fatlmworth.l(s
U.S. Ammy Command and General Staff College, 1990.

Long, Jeffrey W.,

Dfoneo 1o ditand Patty and Bevond. Fort Lesveawrth, KS: 0.5, Ay
Command and General Staff Colloge, 1991.

LmlySmdiu. Fort Leavenworth, KS: U. S. Army Command and General
Staff Collegs, 1985.

wm? Paper ofAdmedhﬁImryStudm. Fon
Leavenworth, KS: U. S. Army Command and General Staff College, 1990.

MWFRMMM&W
Coordination ctthe US. Amed Forcaa, m m:,w-m pa D.C.: Analysia

MMMFM 1993.

Pape,SchoolofAdvmeedl\ﬂm'ysm Fort Leaveaworth, KS: U.S. Army
Command and General
Staff College, 1989.

49




ARTICLES

Cannon, Michael Major, FM 100-5: Just Mecting a Roquirement? Military
Review, Angust, 1992,

Cohen, Eliot A., The Mystique of U.S. Air Power. Forsign Affairs, Vol
73, No. 1, Jan-Feb, 1994.

Cropecy, Seth, The Limits of Jointness. Joint Force Ouarterly,
Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93.

Doughty, Robert A., Reforming Joint Doctrine. Parameters, Vol. 22, No.
3, Autumn 1992,

Holder, Lt Col L. D., A New Day for Operational Art. ARMY Magazine,
March, 198S.

Jeremiah, David E., Joint Force Quarterly, Washington, DC: National
Defense University, Summer 93.

Kelso, Frank B. 1L, Joint Force Quarterly, Washington, DC: National
Defense University, Summer 93.

McPeak, Merrill A., Ideas Count. Joint Force Quarterly, Washington, DC:
National Defense University, Summer 93.

Mundy, Card E. Jr., Complementary Capabilitics From the Sea. Joint Force
Quarterly, Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93.

O&cofﬂnChmJomChnﬁofShﬁAmw
g ETAN AT AIAS Walhmon,DC m“m:‘7

Sullivan, Gordon R., Projecting Strategic Land Combat Power. Joint Force
Quarterly, Washington, DC: National Defense University, Summer 93.

UmsleVy, [ ] L ‘A ) 'Ul»
Cantury, Washington, DC: HQ, USN, 1992,




ey

i




